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DETAILED ACTION 

This Non-Final Office Action is responsive to the communication received August 15, 
2005. Claims 1-66 are under examination. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification sliall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-66 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite 
for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 is indefinite for lacking antecedent basis for "the second entity" in the last 
line of the claim. This limitation has been interpreted as "the second user" for purposes of 
examination. 

Claim 1 is indefinite for lacking a nexus between the different method steps. Claim 1 
recites "distributing ... a modular computer program" and "presenting to the one or more 
users an interactive visual indication of a user-attractive resource available on the computer 
network," These steps however do not narrow the receiving and communicating steps 
which are the only steps that appear to result in a useful and tangible result (i.e. 
communicating the subset of dynamic pricing information). Appropriate correction that 
clarifies the role of the distributing and presenting steps is required. 

Claim 1 is indefinite in the recitation of "identifying a subset of dynamic pricing 
information." This limitation is unclear in that "subset" implies that the identified pricing 
information was selected from a larger set of information. Appropriate correction is 
required. 
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The presenting step, and feature, of claims 48 and 49 is indefinite for the same 
reasons as set forth in claim 1 . That is, the claims recite presenting a user interface, yet it is 
unclear how or whether the receiving, enabling and transferring steps are modified by the 
presenting step. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form 
the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another 
filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an 
application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, 
except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects 
for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application 
designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1-4, 6-8, 10, 11, 13-21 and 23-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as 
being anticipated by Hanson et al. (US 6,507,865 B1) ("Hanson'% 

Claim 1 is drawn to a method for encouraging users of a computer network to 
access dynamic pricing information comprising (i) receiving from a first user input identifying 
a subset of dynamic pricing information, and (ii) communicating the subset of dynamic 
pricing information selected by the first user, to a second user "for display" at a modular 
computer program that displays a stream of dynamic pricing information operated by the 
second entity. The distributing and presenting steps of claim 1 do not limit the method in 
any way. The distributing step simply distributes a modular computer program, while the 
presenting step simply presents a visual indication of a user attractive resource. Thesie 
steps do not contribute to the only outcome of the method which is communicating a subset 
of dynamic pricing information to a second user. 
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According to this interpretation, Hanson meets claim 1 by disclosing a method for 
distributing dynamic pricing information over the Internet comprising a first user configuring 
an applet to display dynamic pricing information to a second user, transmitting the applet to 
the second user, and displaying to the second user the dynamic pricing infomnation using 
the applet (col. 5, line 11; col. 17, lines 19-20, 19-35). Based on this disclosure, Hanson 
anticipates the subject matter of claim 1 . 

Regarding the claims that depend from claim 1, Hanson discloses a number of other 
features including: 

a modular computer program comprising a Java-based applet (col. 8, lines 13-14); 
a networl< comprising the Internet (col. 6, line 50); 

collecting dynamic pricing infonnation over the Internet (col.3, lines 4-6; col. 17, lines 
28-40; cOI. 5, lines 21-32); 

pushing (i.e. e-mailing) a copy of the modular computer program (col. 12, lines 32- 

33); 

pulling (i.e. requesting) an instance of the modular computer program (col. 12, lines 
10-15); and 

varying (i.e. customizing) the dynamic pricing infonnation through user input 
(col. 5, lines 33-35). 

Dependent claims 14-21 and 21-36 further limit the distributing and presenting steps 
of claim 1 . In particular, the dependent claims provide (i) that the presented user attractive 
resource comprises a contest, reward, coupon or advertisement, and (ii) that the modular 
computer program may be represented by one or more visual indications. These limitations 
however do not further limit the claimed method because they only modify the distributing 
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and presenting steps which, as noted above, do not affect the operation of the claimed 
method. Accordingly, the dependent limitations of claims 14-21 and 21-36 have not been 
given patentable weight for the purpose of this rejection. 

Claim 48 is drawn to a method for encouraging a user to access dynamic pricing 
information comprising (i) receiving input from the user that specifies information for display 
to another user by a modular computer program, and (ii) enabling the display of the 
specified information by a modular computer program associated with another user. The 
presenting step of lines 3 through 9 does not limit the method because it is not implemented 
in any way. That is, the method simply involves receiving input from a first user, and 
"enabling" the display of the information by a modular computer program. 

According to this interpretation, Hanson meets claim 48 by disclosing a method of 
distributing dynamic pricing information wherein a first user configures an applet by 
selecting dynamic pricing information for display at the computer of a second user, and 
displaying the selected dynamic pricing information at the computer of a second user as a 
dynamic stream of pricing information (col. 5, line 1 1 ; col. 17, lines 19-20, 19-35). Based on 
this disclosure, Hanson anticipates the subject matter of claim 48. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4, 6-8, 10-15, 21, 22, 27-30, 32-36, 42, 43, 48-52, 54-58 and 64-66 are 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hanson et al. (US 
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6,507,86581) ("Hanson") in view of Rudich (Rudich, J. "Customized News" Linl(-Up, 
14, 6, pp. 24-26). 

Claims 1 and 48 are anticipated by Hanson as noted above. However, even if 
Applicants' distributing and presenting steps were interpreted as requiring an affirmative act, 
the invention of claims 1 and 48 would have been obvious over Hanson in view of Rudich. 
This similarly applies to the system of claims 27 and 49 as discussed in the following 
paragraphs. 

Giving patentable weight to Applicants' distributing and presenting steps provides a 
method and system for encouraging a user to access dynamic pricing infonnation 
comprising (i) distributing a modular computer program over the Internet to a first user 
wherein the modular computer program displays a stream of dynamic pricing information 
having embedded therein an interactive indication of a user attractive resource, (ii) the first 
user operating the modular computer program to select a subset of dynamic pricing 
information to be communicated to a second user, and (iii) communicating the subset of 
dynamic pricing information to a second for display on a modular computer program. 

As noted above, Hanson discloses a method for distributing dynamic pricing 
Information over the Internet comprising (i) communicating to a first user an applet that 
displays dynamic pricing information (col. 5, lines 22-39; col. 7, lines 26-28; col. 18, lines 
13-34), (ii) the first user customizing the applet to display a desired subset of pricing 
information (col. 18, lines 13-34, (iii) fonwarding the customized applet to a second user (col. 
3, lines 49-65; col. 21), and (iv) using the customized applet to display to the second user a 
scrolling stream of the subset of dynamic pricing information (col. 7, lines 3-4). 
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If Hanson could be construed to lack anything, it would be embedding the user- 
attractive resource within the stream of dynamic pricing information. However, it would 
have been obvious to modify Hanson to include this feature in view of Rudich. Rudich 
teaches embedding an interactive hyperlink (i.e. a user-attractive resource) within a stream 
of dynamic data. Clicking Rudich*s embedded interactive hyperlink allows the user to 
access more resources that relate to the hyperlink. At the time of Applicants' invention, one 
skilled in the art would have recognized that Hanson's dynamic stream of pricing 
information could be improved by adding Rudich's interactive feature. For example, 
Hanson discloses that advertisements may be embedded within the customizable applet 
that is sent between users (col. 11, line 29). Thus, Rudich's interactive hyperiink could be 
used to allow customers to gain more detailed information about advertisements embedded 
within Hanson's customizable applet. 

Applicants might argue that Hanson does not expressly teach a first user operating 
the modular computer program to select a subset of data,, and communicating the subset of 
data to a second user. However, Hanson teaches a first user customizing a received 
applet, and forwarding that applet on to a second user (see e.g. col. 21). Even if Hanson 
could be distorted to lack this feature, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to 
include such a step. This results because Hanson teachers group collaboration using 
customizable dynamic content in an email format. Therefore, one skilled in the art would 
have recognized that Hanson's applets could be received, customized, and fonA/arded on to 
a second user who may then repeat the cycle. Accordingly, assuming such a feature were 
lacking, it would have been obvious to give Hanson's method the ability to transmit the 
subset of data to a second user as claimed. 
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Regarding tine claims that depend from claims 1 , 27, and 49, Hanson discloses a 
number of other features including: 

a modular computer program comprising a Java-based applet (col. 8, lines 13-14); 
a network comprising the Internet (col. 6, line 50); 

collecting dynamic pricing information over the Internet (col.3, lines 4-6; col. 17, lines 
28-40; cOI. 5, lines 21-32); 

pushing (i.e. e-mailing) a copy of the modular computer program (col, 12, lines 32- 

33); 

pulling (i.e. requesting) an instance of the modular computer program (col. 12, lines 
10-15); and 

varying (i.e. customizing) the dynamic pricing information through user input 
(col. 5, lines 33-35). 

Claims 5, 9, 16-20, 23-26, 31, 37-41, 44-47, 53 and 59-63 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hanson et aL (US 6,507,865 B1) ("Hanson'") 
in viewofRudich (Rudich, J. "Customized News" Link-Up, 14, 6, pp. 24-26) and 
Official Notice. 

Regarding claims 5, 31 and 53, neither Hanson nor Rudich expressly teach a virtual 
private network. However, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to implement 
a virtual private network as claimed in order to provide a secure collaboration environment. 
This would have been particularly desirable considering Hanson teaches using its 
collaboration method to transmit financial information. 

Regarding claim 9, neither Hanson nor Rudich expressly teach an instant messaging 
system. However, at the time of Applicants' invention, it would have been obvious to one of 
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ordinary skill in the art to implement this feature in connection with Hanson's method in 
order to provide immediate access to Hanson's email messages. 

Regarding claims 16-20, 37-41 and 59-63, neither Hanson nor Rudich expressly 
teach a user attractive resource selected from the group consisting of a contest, a reward 
program, a coupon, an advertisement or a multimedia presentation. However, at the time 
this application was filed, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to use these 
incentives to increase the effectiveness and appeal of the advertisements embedded within 
Hanson's customizable applet. 

Regarding claims 12, 33 and 55, neither Hanson nor Rudich expressly teach 
presenting the dynamic pricing infomiation in a predefined taxonomy. However, at the time 
of Applicants' invention, it would have been obvious to use a taxonomy to organize the 
different levels of information presented by Hanson's customizable applet. This 
combination would provide a means for organizing different categories of pricing 
information. 

Regarding claims 23-26 and 44-47, neither Hanson nor Rudich expressly teach 
displaying one or more instances of the modular computer program concurrently, wherein 
the one or more instances are the same or different from one another. However, modifying 
Hanson and Rudich to include this feature would have been obvious at the time of 
Applicants' invention. The recited features essentially relate to providing one or more 
indications Hanson's customizable applets which may the same or different from one 
another. Hanson teaches that its applets can be transmitted as an e-mail message. At the 
time of Applicants' invention, arranging different and/or redundant messages in an email 
inbox using one or more visual indications was old and well known at the time of Applicants' 
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invention. Therefore, arranging Hanson's e-mailed applets according to a customary inbox 
would have been an obvious modification to the skilled artisan desiring to organize a 
plurality of Hanson's applets. 

Response to Arguments 

Indefiniteness Reiections 

The rejection of the claims as indefinite is withdrawn in view of Applicants' 
amendments and remarks. 
Art Reiections 

Applicants' arguments regarding the rejection of the claims under Fuller (US 
6,216,1 12 B1) are persuasive. The rejection of the claims under Fuller et al. is therefore 
withdrawn. An updated search however revealed Hanson et al. (US 6,507,865 B1) which 
anticipates, or renders obvious, the claimed invention. The Examiner regrets the 
inconvenience of presenting this new ground of rejection. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Timothy M. Brown whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
0773. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8am - 5pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, James Housel can be reached on (571) 272-0902. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding tiie status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status Information 
for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more Information 
about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866- 
217-9197 (toll-free). 
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